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ABSTRACT

CIVIL AFFAIRS AND MILITARY GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS IN POST-FASCIST
ITALY, by MAJ Matthew J. Inglis, 87 pages.

This monograph examines how the Allied governments planned and executed civil affairs and
military government operations in Italy during World War Il. Many have explored and researched
the outcome following the defeat of Germany and Japan, but the circumstances with Italy are
distinctive. Specifically, the application of civil affairs and military governance in Italy is an area
that appears to be underexplored despite its relevance in current military operations. Reviewing
the Allied preparations and assessing the challenges faced in this area allows one to derive the
influence of an evolving political situation on military operations. This monograph argues that the
Allies were largely unprepared for the enormity of the civil affairs mission in Italy. While the
Allied governments were successful in establishing the basic education and organization for the
civil affairs mission, the political pressures and conflicting strategic guidance hindered military
efficiency towards the effort. The Allies conducted military governance simultaneously with
military operations against German, the Allies assumed the dual role of liberator and occupier.
This dual role is most recently seen in the military operations in Irag and Afghanistan, which
makes this historical case study of even higher relevancy.
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INTRODUCTION

This is the first United States operation involving the invasion and occupation of
enemy territory. It is the first British operation involving the invasion and occupation of
enemy territory other than colonial. It is as well the first joint operation against enemy
territory. It will inevitably establish precedents far-reaching in scope and importance and
will set the pattern for later operations in Europe. Policies now adopted will affect future
operations throughout the war. We must therefore reconcile American and British policy
toward Italy in order so that there may be a joint and single attitude with respect to the
civil and military authority and the civil population of the territory occupied.

—Letter from General Eisenhower to War Department in Coles
and Weinberg, Civil Affairs: Soldiers Become Governors!
Allied civil affairs and military governance in Italy during World War 1l (WWII) is an
important though understudied example of the challenges of transforming other societies under
combat conditions. It is important to appreciate the fundamental difference between the Allied
Forces’ understanding of their role in civil affairs going into North Africa and later into Italy.
Firmly established in the minds of political leaders and military planners, was the definitive
distinction between liberation of a country and the occupation of an enemy’s territory. Italy was
the first test of the execution of Civil Affairs in Military Governance for the Allied Forces in the
truest sense of this operating concept. Liberation called for civil affairs operations and the
reinstitution of the previous governance with existing administrative centers and regulations. The
occupation of an enemy country, however, called for the complete overhaul of governance often
with the redesign of laws, systems, and leadership. The Allied Military Government’s (AMG)
challenge in Italy was how to simultaneously liberate and occupy the region while retaining the
capability to grow combat power for a separate theater. Driven to remove the Fascist system
based on Allied policy, Civil Affairs Officers (CAQ) struggled with unique circumstances,

resource shortages and an ever-changing political landscape within Italy, while stabilizing the

environment for ongoing military operations.

'Harry Coles and Albert Weinberg, United States Army in World War 11 Special Studies: Civil
Affairs: Soldiers Become Governors (Washington, DC: US Army Center of Military History, 2004), 160.



This monograph explores the circumstances leading to and through initial military
government operations in Sicily and the Italian mainland. It explores why the Allied forces were
largely unprepared for civil affairs and military government operations in Italy following the
initial successes of Operation Husky. Despite the test run in North Africa the previous winter, the
disparity between the Vichy French and the challenges with the Italians were too difficult to
reconcile for military planners and CAOs responsible for large occupied Italian territories. Italy
was the first Axis belligerent whose national territory came under the Allied occupation. Political
motivations and limitations placed upon Allied military leaders meant the restoration of an
acceptable Italian Government was significantly challenging. In North Africa, the Vichy French
quickly assumed a large portion of administration responsibilities for civil services. However, the
Fascist bureaucracy in Italy required complete modification at nearly all levels and was mired by
political instability. The nature of the occupation in Italy created an unwieldy organization of
divided regions and separate headquarters that circumscribed the ease of Allied civil affairs
operations. Additionally, the political interests of the United States and Great Britain, and later
Russia, towards operations in greater Europe shaped the effort and resources devoted to the
occupation of Italy. In conquered mainland ltaly especially, the risk of failure in political and
social objectives for establishing a non-fascist Italian administrative system was directly tied to
future military interests for the rest of the European continent.

The importance of civil affairs operations was established in both British and American
circles leading up to World War 11. Even though conditioned by war, civil affairs concerns are
chiefly social problems that involve human nature rather than technological or tactical factors.
Despite the social aspect, these operations were very labor intensive and drained the resources of
the Mediterranean force, which the Allied Commander in Chief (CinC), Lieutenant General
Dwight Eisenhower, hoped to minimize. The resources and efforts applied to the establishment of

AMG directly constrained military equipment, personnel and focus for the Seventh, Eighth
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Armies, and later the Fifth Army. If a quick transition to Italian control was viable, then
personnel and resources could be used to defeat the German forces in northern Italy and spare
resources for a cross-channel attack. The balancing of these multiple demands greatly changed
the face of Civil Affairs in Military Government operations at the local and national levels, often
to the detriment of the Italian people and military efficiency.

The primary focus of this monograph is to provide a detailed study of the planning and
execution of civil affairs and military government operations in occupied Italy. Developing a
narrative based on the synthesis of primary and secondary sources of the Allied civil affairs and
military government in Italy, this monograph illustrates the challenges faced by the leaders and
soldiers involved. Additionally, this narrative examines how the guidance and political pressures
placed upon the Allied CinC during the simultaneous execution of major combat operations and
the establishment of administrative government hindered his forces’ freedom of action in the
theater. The political climate within Italy was rapidly shifting and unforeseen events altered the
concept of military government operations and its execution. The improper transition of civil
affairs operations to civilian control placed a significant strain on the Allied armies’ resources
during the period of combat hostilities. The complication and political tension placed upon civil
affairs and military government operations leading up to the surrender of Italy, declaration as a
co-belligerent, and eventual liberation are discussed.

Observers of the Allied actions in Italy have provided differing narratives regarding civil
affairs and military government. Differentiated by the focus of the research, each observer
recognized the detailed complexity of the environment, both militarily and politically, in which
CAOs and staffs operated. The starting point for any inquiry into civil affairs in WWII are the
official histories produced by the British and United States governments. The early historical

narrative of Robert W. Komer’s Civil Affairs and Military Government in the Mediterranean



Theater produces the factual groundwork regarding the Allied actions in Italy.? The Review of
Allied Military Government and of the Allied Commission in Italy by the Public Relations Branch
of the Allied Commission illustrated the trial and error method seen in AMG operations. This
insightful publication provides an overview of AMG operations, often providing the personal
accounts from civil affairs officers during the campaign. The great portion of the analysis of these
early official histories is seen the Special Studies series. The Special Studies conducted by Center
of Military History that featured the Mediterranean theater was titled Civil Affairs: Soldiers
Become Governors by Henry Coles and Albert Weinberg.* This assembly of primary
documentary material and analysis creates the tapestry of civil affairs and military government
operations through North Africa and into Italy. It illustrates the problems of civil affairs, their
character, approaches to their solution, and their impact on the people who dealt with them.®
Additionally, this source highlights the conflicting national and personal interests of the actors
involved, and the squaring of political idealism with military necessity in a combat environment.
Supplemented by other historical sources, such as The Mediterranean Theater of Operations:
Sicily and the Surrender of Italy, by Albert Garland and Howard Smyth, the historical narrative at
the tactical level illustrates the growing pains with the Allies first true occupation of a
belligerent.® The narrative in all the historical sources focuses on the major problems encountered

during the Allies’ first attempt at Civil Affairs in Military Government and the concept of a joint

2Robert Komer, Civil Affairs and Military Government in the Mediterranean Theater
(Washington, DC: Department of the Army, 1950).

3US Army, Review of Allied Military Government and of the Allied Commission in Italy, Public
Relations Branch, Allied Commission, 1945.

“Coles and Weinberg.
®Ibid., Forward.

Albert Garland and Howard Smyth, The Mediterranean Theater of Operations: Sicily and the
Surrender of Italy (Washington, DC: US Army Center of Military History, 2004).



military government system of an occupied territory. Thoroughly testing the planning,
organization and execution of civil affairs and military government, the Italian campaign
provided a multitude of unforeseen events, political influence, and upheaval.

The second group of narratives highlights competing interests and intentions of the
United States and United Kingdom. The Italian campaign provided the truest execution of joint
operations between the United States and United Kingdom ever attempted, and the execution of
Civil Affairs in Military Government was no exception. The narrative of institutional and
operational differences between British and American Forces is highlighted in works such as
William Daugherty and Marshall Andrews’ A Review of US Historical Experience with Civil
Affairs, 1776-1954 and F.S.V. Donnison’s Civil Affairs and Military Government Central
Organization and Planning.” The establishment of AMG as a separate military organization
consisting of mainly American and British civil affairs personnel under GEN Eisenhower’s
command allowed him to control the conquered territory of Italy. Officers and men with civil
affairs training, received at their nation’s civilian and military training centers, created the
working dynamic between the two parties. In Thijs Zaalberg’s Soldiers and Civil Power:
Supporting or Substituting Civil Authorities in Modern Peace Operations illustrates how joint
CAOs conducted operations. Zaalberg’s narrative expounds how CAOs helped establish public
order, managed the flow of refugees, prevented diseases, and exploited the host nation’s logistical
and infrastructural resources in support of the greater Allied effort to reestablish peace in

Europe.? Lastly, Hajo Holborn’s American Military Government, Its Organization and Policies,

"William Daugherty and Marshall Andrews, A Review of Historical Experience with Civil Affairs,
1776-1954 (Baltimore, MD: Operations Research Office, John Hopkins University, 1961), F.S.V.
Donnison, Civil Affairs and Military Government Central Organization and Planning (London: Her
Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1966).

8Thijs Brocades Zaalberg, Soldiers and Civil Power: Supporting or Substituting Civil Authorities
in Modern Peace Operations (Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 2006), 12.



discusses in detail the preparation and relations between civil affairs and occupation of Italy and
the carryover of the lessons learned to other theaters in Europe.®

The political narrative is by far most renowned and exemplifies the competing strategic
players involved in the Allied campaign against the Axis Powers. This narrative helps define the
character driven perspectives of Prime Minister Winston Churchill and President Franklin
Roosevelt specifically, and how they perceived the execution of operations in Italy. Each leader
influenced the rhetoric, proclamations, and guidance for the military force to best govern a
defeated Italy. Sources such as Gaddis Smith’s American Diplomacy during the Second War,
1941-1945, Mark Stoler’s Allies and Adversaries, and C.R.S. Harris’ Allied Military
Administration of Italy, 1943-1945 all provide the political aspect towards military governance.
Smith and Stoler share the American perspective towards diplomacy, while Harris provides the
counterpoint with a successful inclusion of the British perspective. In Keith Sainsbury’s Churchill
and Roosevelt at War, the grand strategy of the Allied campaigns is investigated. Sainsbury
stressed the growing sense of unease between the Western and Soviet partners towards the future
of Italy.! The competing interests and personalities between the Allied military leaders and
planners is also illustrated in Stoler’s Allies and Adversaries.’? The multitude of conferences
between the United States, United Kingdom, and Soviet Union developed the political situation

created by the Italian surrender and co-belligerency. The outcome of the Casablanca, Quebec and

®Hajo Holborn, American Military Government: Its Organization and Policies (Washington, DC:
Infantry Journal Press, 1947).

YGaddis Smith, American Diplomacy during the Second World War, 1941-1945 (New York: John
Wiley, 1965), Charles R.S. Harris, History of the Second World War, United Kingdom Military Series:
Allied Military Administration of Italy (London: Her Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1957).

1Keith Sainsbury, Churchill and Roosevelt at War: The War they Fought and the Peace they
Hoped to Make (New York: New York University Press, 1994).

12Mark Stoler, Allies and Adversaries: The Joint Chiefs of Staff, The Grand Alliance, and U.S.
Strategy in World War Il (Chapel Hill, NC: The University of North Carolina Press, 2000).



Moscow conferences all directly apply to how Allied Forces executed operations of military
governance in ltaly.

One differing narrative is found in David Ellwood’s Italy 1943-1945, which provides a
more scathing Italian perspective on the impact of the Allied occupiers.t® It is the most critical
review of military government operations in Italy based on the lasting repercussions of military
governance on the Italian society during the war and for years after. Ellwood deftly reminds the
reader of the conditions the soldiers faced and the removal of the local people from the power
struggles at the political level. His focus is less on the high policy of the Allied occupation than
the lasting implications for the Italian people.

There is also a doctrinal narrative derived from the military resources published at the
time. For instance, Field Manual 27-5, The United States Army and Navy Manual for Civil Affairs
Military Government, published in 1940 and revised in 1943 provided the basis for the
understanding of the CAO mission. Additionally, the Soldier’s Guide to Sicily, provides the
framework from within which the individual Soldier could operate. Developed as a hip pocket
guide, the handbook provides the necessary Dos and Do Nots for the military occupation. The
various reports, telegraph messages, and assessments of primary players within Army Force
Headquarters, the Military Government Section (MGS), and Allied Military Organization all
reinforce the current understanding of the evolving situation in Italy. These reports support the
conclusions of previous narratives while creating the timeline of events. Additionally, the
multitude of sources for each of the artifacts dealing with the proclamations, public statements,

official surrender and armistice agreements support the basic narrative.

13David Ellwood, Italy 1943-1945 (New York: Homes and Meier Publishers, 1985).



PREPARATION FOR CIVIL AFFAIRS

The U.S. Army had a long, if episodic, experience with military governance and civil
affairs prior to World War 1l. Leaders like General Scott in Mexico, and others through their
experience generated a military consensus of the importance of civil affairs to a war effort. With
considerable foresight, the U.S. War Department understood the challenges of the pending
conflict and many learned the costly effects of unpreparedness following World War I. COL Hunt
was the lead in the American Military Government in Germany in 1919, and brought back many
lessons summarized in his official report. As noted by COL Irwin Hunt’s report, the United States
was largely unprepared for the occupation of Germany and establishment of civil governance.**
At nearly all levels, leaders only had the faintest conception of the German governmental system
and were more inclined to the enforcement of Versailles Treaty than nation building.
Additionally, the circumstances with 1919 Germany differed drastically from what unfolded in
Italy during World War Il. The signing of the Armistice on November 11 ended the war and
combat operations. In Italy, combat operations continued for almost two years after the signing of
the Italian Armistice. The World War I (WW]1) Armistice only provided for Allied occupation up
to the west bank of the Rhine, which took place under the provisions of the Armistice, not a
formal surrender.t® Separated by their zonal boundaries, neither American, British, nor French
forces established governance, and kept in line with General Foch’s proclamation for limited
occupation only. Civil Affairs in WWI did not assume legislative, executive, or judicial authority

over the occupied territory.'® The Allies, especially from a British perspective, never intended to

14Coles and Weinberg, 6.
Donnison, 17.

¥bid.



occupy and govern Germany, but only did so to ensure compliance with the terms of armistice.’
American and British CAOs sought to: (1) ensure that Germany paid reparations; (2) protect
France from renewed aggression; and (3) demonstrate America’s commitment to Europe. Despite
not engaging formal planning and still having a limited number of trained soldiers to execute
these missions, Allied civil affairs/military government activities restored order and maintained
stability in occupied Germany.18

Despite the inherent need for a doctrinal basis, by 1939, the lessons from previous
conflicts were inherently implicit within the military, guiding the commander with written and
unwritten rules of warfare, such as Lieber’s Code and the Hague Conventions of 1899 and 1907.%°
Lieber’s Code, also known as General Order No. 100, established by President Lincoln in 1863,
better codifies the rules of war and in the area of civil affairs, truly applies the guidelines for
military occupation and treatment of civilians.?’ The Hague Conventions outlined the essence of
Lieber’s Code, but on an international stage, created a multi-national standard for the
conventional Laws of War.?! Using the Hague conventions at its core, the United Kingdom took
steps to formalize civil affairs and military governance training, following its experiences in the

Italian colonies on the African continent. The British War Office inaugurated politico-military

Donnison, 17.

18Kathleen Hicks and Christine Wormuth, The Future of U.S. Civil Affairs Forces, A Report of the
CSIS International Security Program, February 2009, Center for Strategic and International Studies.
http://csis.org/files/publication/130409_Hicks_FutureCivilAffairs_Web.pdf (accessed 20 February 2014),
3.

®Daugherty and Andrews, 194,

2The Avalon Project, “General Orders No. 100: The Lieber Code,” Lillian Goldman Law Library,
Yale Law School, http://avalon.law.yale.edu/19th_century/lieber.asp (accessed 23 March 2014). This was
originally issued by the Adjutant General Office in 1863.

Znternational Committee of the Red Cross, Regulations concerning the Laws and Customs of
War on Land. The Hague, 29 July 1899, http://www.icrc.org/ihl/INTRO/150?OpenDocument (accessed 13
December 2013).



courses at St. Johns College, Cambridge, to train officers in post-war reconstruction and other
missions incident to military operations in foreign countries.? Two American officers, MAJ
Henry Cummings, the United States Military Attaché in London, and LT Charles Thomson, an
Infantry officer, became the first two United States military officers to undergo formal Civil
Affairs training, attending the third round of politico-military training in England.? In light of
COL Hunt’s report, many within the U.S. War Department sought to coopt the British model.
Although the instruction neglected the areas of organization, supply, or actions within a combat
zone, the two officers submitted a formal recommendation that the United States Army develop a
similar course, laying the groundwork for the United States’ own educational program. The
politico-military courses dealt with history, geography, economics, and politics, aimed at giving
students background knowledge rather than specific instruction on military government.?
However, the British disbanded the politico-military courses in the winter of 1941, due to
necessity for the war effort but later reestablished it using the American model of Charlottesville
in early 1943.25 Using the historical precedence of civil affairs, the U.S. War Department
understood the need for a more defined and established system for military governance, and
directed the Provost Marshal General with the “responsibility of training officers for future details

in connection with military government and liaison.”?®

22Civil-Military Cooperation Centre of Excellence, CIMIC Messenger 5, no. 1 (March 2013): 5,
http://www.cimic-coe.org/download/newsletter/CIMIC-Messenger-2013-01-final.pdf (accessed 9 January
2014).

ZCivil Affairs Association, Origins of Civil Affairs, http://www.civilaffairsassoc.org/
html/CAA_Article_Origins.pdf (accessed 9 January 2014), 4.

2Civil-Military Cooperation Centre of Excellence, 6.
ZDonnison, 296.

%Coles and Weinberg, 10.
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In early 1942, the Provost Marshal General Office derived the framework of a deliberate
system for the occupation of foreign territories and governance, using the British example as a
basis. The ideal type of military governance is an organization that incorporates the local laws,
institutions, customs and economics under a competent military control with intention of eventual
civilian control.?” To add further substance through education, the School of Military Government
was opened at the University of Virginia in Charlottesville in May of 1942.28 Starting small, the
initial graduating class consisted of only 50 senior officers. Subsequently, 200 officers went
through the program every three months.?® The school’s leadership scoured various universities
for faculty, canvassed other government departments for lecturers, and hired three key experts for
Germany, Italy and Japan.® Dr. Arnold Wolfers from Yale, Johns Hopkins, and Dr. Hugh Borton
from Harvard, helped shape the graduates’ understanding of the cultural and social aspects of
military governments with respect to the various theaters.®! The American accelerated course
covered a curriculum ranging from martial law and military governments, and general principles
of public administration. Additionally, graduates received cultural and language training for a
period up to six months, at recognized universities such as Yale, Harvard and Stanford.®? Much
later in the African theater, a joint civil affairs school established by Allied Forces Headquarters

(AFHQ) in Algiers, trained British and American CAOs together for the Sicilian invasion and the

Z’Daugherty and Andrews, 194.

2Coles and Weinberg, 11.

Dbid.

%Earl Ziemke, “Civil Affairs Reaches Thirty,” Military Affairs 36, no. 4 (December 1972): 132.
1bid.

%2Civil-Military Cooperation Centre of Excellence, 7.
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eventual occupation of Italian towns, cities, and provinces under AMG.* The joint civil affairs
school was developed for the deliberate crosstraining of British and American CAOs and to
provide the last opportunity for training before the invasion.

The first commandant of the School of Military Government quickly recognized the
insufficiency of curriculum at Charlottesville to serve as stand-alone source for civil affairs and
military government instruction. In a memorandum to the Provost Marshall General, the
Commandant, BG Cornelius Wickersham identified the larger need for a robust operation of
military governance in preparation for the conflict in Europe.® While jockeying for military
dominance, BG Wickersham called for the rapid commissioning of qualified civilians as CAQOs,
to execute military governance in enemy territory. BG Wickersham envisioned drawing civilian
expertise from within the United States and applying their efforts in support of the ground
commander. He called for a deliberate increase of technical and administrative specialties,
foreseeing the challenges facing military governments. BG Wickersham argued that even the
limited occupation of Germany after WW]1 relied extensive of civilian administration, which
facilitated a much smaller civil affairs footprint within formations.® Similarly, the United
Kingdom also attempted to recruit and train civilian experts for this purpose and alleviate the
training requirement with real world experience. The British War Office recruited civilians for the
revised Civil Affairs Staff Centre, to train civil affairs and relief officers for the period of military

responsibility and for the subsequent period when civil authorities resumed control.*® The Civil

3Walter F. Goodman, Jr., Excerpt of An Autobiography and Memoirs of Walter F. Goodman, Jr.,
A Soldiers Story, Civil Affairs Association, http://www.civilaffairsassoc.org/pdf/col_goodman_
memoirs.pdf (accessed 24 February 2014), 48.

34Coles and Weinberg, 12.

35Donnison, 17.

*1bid., 297.
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Affairs Staff Centre’s curriculum for military governments only addressed the international
conventions for the occupation of enemy territory. The policy was not adequately defined for
operations in neutral, quasi-neutral or co-belligerent territories in the two institutions. This insight
by BG Wickersham in June 1942 augured the future challenges facing the AMG personnel in
post-Fascist Italy the following summer.

Underscoring the need for finality in the scope for civil affairs was the defining of how it
can best support the overall strategy of the Allies. With each Allied partner shaped by post WWI
experiences with Germany, Britain, Russia and the United States, all approached their respective
strategy from different perspectives. By the end of 1941, Great Britain was deep in the conflict,
haunted by the losses of WWI and the retreat from Dunkirk, feeling isolated and alone in Europe.
Prime Minister Churchill expressed his and his nation’s convictions, favoring indirect action and
not committing to a large-scale invasion until Britain achieved overwhelming numerical
superiority.®” Premier Joseph Stalin and the Soviet Union entered the strategic discussion with a
general underlying suspicion of its capitalist allies. From its perspective, the closeness of the
Anglo-American partnership and the delay of opening a second front in Europe solidified its
conspiracy thoughts that the West intended to bleed the Soviets dry of its military might.®
Premier Stalin and Soviet planners demanded a second front, while holding a defensive position
in the East and interpreting any postponement as proof of the conspiracy. American strategists
feared premature Soviet departure and attempted to appease the British and Soviets by playing the
middleman. The British also feared American abandonment of Europe, at least initially, turning

all United States efforts to face Japan.®® Despite the surprise attack on Pearl Harbor, an inherent

$7Gaddis Smith, 5.
381bid.

#Ibid., 24.
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sense of optimism persevered, based on the United States’ experience in WW!I. Despite dramatic
losses, the relatively short American experience exuded positivity and confidence, with U.S.
forces entering the war in the summer and victory was at hand by November. This optimistic
confidence, led President Roosevelt and American planners to favor a strategy of eliminating the
most powerful Axis adversary first. This was reflected in the debate with the British Government
about a cross-channel operation.’° The Declaration of the United Nations on New Year’s Day
1942, cemented the United States’ commitment to its allies in Europe:

Being convinced that complete victory over their enemies is essential to defend life,

liberty, independence and religious freedom, and to preserve human rights and justice in

their own lands as well as in other lands, and that they [the signatory countries, to include

U.S., U.K,, and Soviet Union] are now engaged in a common struggle against savage and

brutal forces seeking to subjugate the world.*
The Declaration of the United Nations is important to civil affairs and military governance in its
language regarding complete victory. This strategic messaging foreshadowed the eventual call for
unconditional surrender of the Axis parties and tinted all future planning for the occupation and
post-victory governance.

In January 1941, the British were embroiled in political discourse between the War
Office and Whitehall over who would best direct in the civil affairs mission. In the discourse, the
political administrators called for administrative and financial responsibility under the civilian
system, specifically the Colonial Office, due to its specialized knowledge and experience.*?

However, the military opposed to the political administrators arguing the CinC should have

responsibility for occupation and administration. The British War Cabinet resolved the debate
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with the Colonial Office on February 20, 1941, awarding the military sole possession of the
military governance mission, citing that one department, and one department only, must be
responsible for the administration of foreign territories.*® Unlike the British decision, President
Roosevelt initially decided, that civil affairs operations were best handled under complete civilian
control, generated confusion in preparation for military governments. There was no hiding the
President’s criticism of the School of Military Government and military administration on foreign
soil. In a memorandum from President Roosevelt to Secretary of War on October 29, 1942, the
President stated, “l understand that the Provost Marshal General is training a substantial number
of men from civil life to assume the duties of Military Governor or civilian advisors to Military
Governors of occupied territories. | should like to have from him a complete explanation of the
project. The governing of occupied territories may be of many kinds but in most instances it is a
civilian task and requires absolutely first-class men and not second-string men.”** Reluctantly, the
American Government eventually reached the conclusion to divide any occupied hostile or Axis-
held territory into two distinct phases. The first phase was that of military necessity, immediately
following combat operations. The second phase, commenced when hostilities ceased and military
necessity was no longer required. Then civilian authority could be established.* These two broad
phases overlapped along a conditions-based timeline as the Army surrendered control to civilian
authority. While disputed in the military government community, the highest War Department
leaders supported this concept. Simply put, the transfer to civilian authority alleviated the strain

on Army resources and personnel to focus on other operations. The political undertones and fears
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of incompetence of the military authority continued to plague the effectiveness of preparations for
occupation.

The debate for the lead in civil affairs continued between civil agencies and the military
government planners, prior to Operation Torch. The Lend-Lease Administration, under the
supervision of the U.S. Department of State, had been charged by President Roosevelt with
providing food and other essentials for all occupied territories.*® To further coordinate the relief
activities, special liaisons were established between the War Department and State Department,
with a designated representative to act as the commanding general’s civil advisor.*” As the
operations in North Africa expanded, the need for civil administration became apparent.
However, the application of the two broad phases for governance and the transfer authority from
military to civilian authority remained unclear. As seen repeatedly in the subsequent operations in
Italy, these political decisions and strategic implications created additional problems for the
military in this arena. In its inaugural run, the Civil Affairs Section, headed by Robert D. Murphy,
a former Counselor of the American Embassy at Vichy, was directed to rapidly establish
administrative responsibility for the North African territory. Additionally, President Roosevelt
explicitly directed the cooperation of the military and civilian agencies with the French. The
United States elements of civilian authority were unable to mobilize with adequate resources to
truly affect operations initially, leaving only a military solution. In a letter from President
Roosevelt to Secretary Stimson on June 3, 1943, the President clearly expresses his intention for
the maximum utilization of civilian resources and eventual civilian control of civil affairs

operations, despite initial difficulties in execution. President Roosevelt wrote,
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I am convinced that they [civilian agencies] should be brought into operations at
the earliest stage of occupation consistent with military considerations and that maximum
reliance should be placed in their work.

Total war, as our enemy has demonstrated, involves full use of military and
civilian resources. The civilian agencies have considerable experience and talent that it
would be difficult and undesirable for the Army to duplicate . . .

Accordingly, 1 want your Civil Affairs Division and other parts of the Service to
work with these agencies in closest cooperation and to use them to the maximum extent
possible. This will leave you free to carry on the primary task which your are facing — the
execution of military operations against the enemy. 8

The American and British political circles did not wholly welcome the arrangement with the
Vichy French, later to be known as the Darlan Deal, established by LTG Eisenhower and Mr.
Murphy. Many British retained ill feelings towards the Vichy French, who had essentially aligned
themselves with Germany. Acting under the guidance of a military commander, LTG Eisenhower
saw the establishment of a Vichy French system as a primarily military necessity, that the Allies
“could not afford a military occupation, unless we [Allied Forces] chose to halt all action against
the Axis.”*® With no other choice, the United States Administration decided to accept at face
value whatever French system left in place in French North Africa, and based all military
government operations around it. At the Casablanca Conference, President Roosevelt confronted
Mr. Murphy specifically on the long-lasting commitments of the Darlan Deal saying “But you
overdid things a bit in one of the letters you [Murphy] wrote to Giruad [French General in North
Africa] before the landings, pledging the United States Government to guarantee the return to
France of every part of her empire. Your letter may make trouble for me after the war.”* The

deal with ADM Francois Darlan, called for French governmental personnel to continue the basic

administrative functions with direct support from LTG Eisenhower’s forces, as coordinated
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through Mr. Murphy’s civilian Civil Affairs Section. Additionally, it essentially tied the United

States to the longstanding support and protection of France upon its liberation.

PLANNING FOR THE OCCUPATION OF ITALY

The immediate lesson made apparent by the invasion of North Africa is that military
commanders were directly involved in civil affairs operations on a much greater scale than
envisioned by all parties, American and British.5! In Field Marshal Lord Alan Brooke’s memoirs,
he recalled how LTG Eisenhower was deeply involved with the politics of occupation of North
Africa rather than strictly military operations. Field Marshal Brooke wrote, “T am afraid that
Eisenhower as a general is hopeless! He submerges himself in politics and neglects his military
duties.”®? This sentiment was echoed by MG John Lucas who was sent by General George
Marshall, Chief of Staff of the Army, to aid LTG Eisenhower in separation of political and
military duties. According to MG Lucas, General Marshall stated, “he had found what he
considered to be a very serious, a very dangerous, situation in that Eisenhower was so immersed
in the political side of his job that he had little or no opportunity to keep in touch with the troops
under his command.”? The magnitude of civil affairs operations in North Africa was much
greater draw on the attention of military leaders than had been expected, and the draw began to
affect military operations.

Following the stumbles in North Africa, the Combined Chief of Staffs (CCS) and the
political leaders of the United Kingdom and the United States called for a more definitive plan for

the occupation of Italy. For the military, this North African involvement emphasized the
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difficulty to separate military operations from political context. Experiences in North Africa also
identified the need for combined machinery to coordinate the efforts for civil affairs and military
governance between the United States and United Kingdom. The coordinated efforts of the
United States Civil Affairs Division in Washington and the United Kingdom Civil Affairs
Directorate in London would have to be more integrated going forward.>* Specifically addressing
civil affairs coordination between the two countries, the CCS established the Combined Civil
Affairs Committee in July 1943, in order to act as the planning element for the CCS on all areas
regarding occupation and military governance.® The CCS further assigned the responsibility of
military government to the AFHQ under LTG Eisenhower, after the civilian agencies failed to
overcome the logistical issues experienced in North Africa.

Civilian attempts to provide supplies for civilian relief under the Office of Foreign Relief
and Rehabilitation Operations and later under the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation
Administration were plagued with difficulties. Competing intentions overlaid with ineffective
bureaucracy greatly weakened the appointed civilian Governor Henry Lehman, already the head
of the State Department’s Office of Foreign Relief and Rehabilitation Operations (OFRRO) in
North Africa.®® In a War Department meeting on June 4, 1943, Governor Lehman’s difficulties in
procuring supplies was discussed in detail. The following aspects were stated during the briefing
His [Governor Lehman] position is largely dependent on the Army. He has, in fact, no authority,
save letter from President, and no funds. The Army, in short, must support his program of

requirements, but it is doubtful whether the War Department can undertake to certify his needs
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while doubt remains as to ultimate responsibility.>” The Army was given accountability
essentially by political default since the U.S. State Department was unable to produce a viable
administrative system at the given time. The civilian system that was established in North Africa
was established for civilian relief and the distribution of aid through the Vichy French
administration. It was determined by military leaders in North Africa and in Washington that the
performance of supply functions by civilian agencies in a theater of war had not proved entirely
satisfactory. The military had too little control over a function (shipment of supplies) which could
seriously affect their operations going forward.*® In a letter from President Roosevelt to Secretary
of War Stimson on November 10, 1943, the apprehension in the Army’s control is quite clear.
President Roosevelt wrote, “Although other agencies of the Government are preparing themselves
for the work that must be done in connection with the relief and rehabilitation of liberated areas, it
is quite apparent if prompt results are to be obtained the Army will have to assume the initial
burden.”®® The President continued, “Therefore, I direct that you have the Army undertake the
planning necessary to enable it to carry out this task to the end that it shall be prepared to perform
this function, pending such time as civilian agencies must be prepared to carry out the longer
range program of relief.”®® The military interpretation of the Presidential directive, by LTG
Eisenhower and AFHQ, greatly changed the application of military resources and the Allies’
priorities as it applied to Italy.

The monumental level of logistics required for relief of occupied areas became the

biggest draw of Allied resources and transport systems. Seen early on as an additional constraint
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for Allied planners and commanders, the relief effort ballooned through the Italian war effort to
unforeseen levels. As construed by planners in November 1943, this political directive has “added
the responsibility of organizing and commencing the shipping and distribution of relief supplies
in liberated areas” and “whether or not the areas are occupied by military forces.”®! This dramatic
change in policy had lasting implications for military operations in Italy and later Europe. The
planning estimates and forces were developed using the following hypotheses: (1) that German
resistance collapsed without the execution of a Scorched Earth policy; (2) that German resistance
collapsed after execution of such a policy; (3) that a successful yet contested Allied invasion
yielded the adoption of a Scorched Earth policy by the Germans.®? Allied relief efforts were
envisioned to be minimal with heavy use of indigenous administrations for the distribution of
relief supplies. While hesitant to adopt responsibility for relief operations wholly, it was clear that
the British depended largely upon the Americans to provide the resources. Additionally, it was
unacceptable to the political leadership of the U.S. and U.K. for the two nations to execute
different relief policies under a unified Supreme Commander.®® It was discovered by the CAOs
responsible for execution in the Italian campaign, that civilian relief operations addressed every
aspect of the planning estimates, to a scale that exceeded all expectations.

While the Allied focus remained in combat against the failing Italian Army and German
Forces in the Mediterranean, the political direction to establish civil control and relief for all
liberated areas was resounding. The ramifications for the military are best summed in a letter to
GEN Hilldring, Chief of the Army’s Civil Affairs Division, from COL Bendenton, Chief of Staff,

G-5 for Chief of Staff for Supreme Allied Commander, in which COL Bendenton wrote,
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However, if you accept that military objective [the entrance into and the deployment of
our forces for an effective occupation of Germany] without reservation as a basis for your
civil affairs policy, you will go astray, because the civil affairs mission of an Army is
compounded of political, economic, fiscal, relief, and social considerations that do not
enter into the determination of the military mission. It appears to me from this and from
previous letters that you are attempting to confine your responsibilities to the zones
through which our troops advance. The proper conception, in my opinion, of the civil
affairs mission is to state that we civil affairs fellows are responsible for the wake of
battle. Any other conception will lead us into trouble. It is, in my opinion, highly
erroneous to feel that we are only responsible for those acres of ground on which a

combat soldier has previously set foot. We are responsible for the areas liberated as a

result of military operations or by the voluntary withdrawal of hostile forces under the

threat of military operations.5
In this message, COL Hilldring eloquently highlighted that Allied Forces could not waive the
requirements for relief and stability operations in the future. In order to meet the military mission,
civil affairs would be applied whole-heartedly. The implication of civil affairs planning for future
operations in the war loomed in every aspect of preparations. Additionally, the special
circumstances seen in Italy greatly complicated issues for the Civil Affairs Division. Civil affairs
and military government operations in Italy differed significantly from North Africa. This was
largely due to the direct involvement and demands of the political powers within the United
States and United Kingdom.

At the Casablanca Conference in January 1943, President Roosevelt and Prime Minister
Churchill concluded that Sicily would be the point of the invasion following action in Tunisia.
Growing from the tension between the Anglo-Americans and Premier Stalin over the promised
second front against Germany, the friction between military and political choices around
Casablanca were severe. With the Premier abstaining from the conference, the President

Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill delved into the guidelines for the next stage of the

military campaign, each with their own political motivations. While the United States strategists
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saw the Mediterranean as “a temporary battleground and little more,” the British saw the
Mediterranean as an “essential link in their imperial system.”® The Casablanca Conference,
while referred to as a compromise, clearly favored British interests and pulled American
resources from their intended cross-channel attack for over a year. The U.S. members of the
Combined Chiefs of Staff feared the British approach would negatively affect America’s military
position and national policies in the Far East and, with them, Washington’s ability to pursue a
Europe-first strategy in the future.®
Tied to the larger military implications of resources regarding a cross-channel attack,
civil affairs planners in support of the AFHQ faced a logistical problem much larger than that in
North Africa. The quantity of enemy was much greater than seen in the Vichy French controlled
territory and Sicily was much more densely populated than North Africa. From the initiation of
operations, President Roosevelt called for the unconditional surrender of the Axis Powers (to
include Italy) and the complete removal of the Fascist Administration in power. This political
motivation required the nearly complete removal of the legal and administrative systems within
Italy that had been subjugated to Fascist control for the last twenty years. Prime Minister
Churchill stated in June 1943:
We, the United Nations, demand from the Nazi, Fascist, and Japanese tyrannies
unconditional surrender. By this, we mean that their will power to resist must be
completely broken, and that they must yield themselves absolutely to our justice and
mercy. It also means that we must take all those far-sighted measures which are
necessary to prevent the world from being again convulsed, wrecked and blackened by
their calculated plots and ferocious aggressions. It does not mean, and it never can mean,

that we are to stain our victorious arms by inhumanity or by mere lust of vengeance, or
that we do not plan a world in which all branches of the human family may look forward
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to what the American Constitution finely calls ‘life, liberty, and the pursuit of
happiness.®’

By placing the Prime Minister’s speech in the context of operations within Sicily and soon the
Italian mainland, it is clear that the underlying intention of military governance was to foster a
new ltaly in place of the former. Despite Prime Minister Churchill’s rhetoric about the U.S.
Constitution, differences remained between the American and British policy makers as to how the
Italian state should be restructured or reconstituted. Additionally, Sicily and the Italian mainland
were significantly more populated and developed as a modern state than French North Africa.
Governance and administration requirements for this operation greatly strained military
resources, surpassing requirements in North Africa. Lastly, the political relationship between
British interests and American interests for Italy played a direct role in the application of military
government as an Allied force. For instance, Prime Minister Churchill, throughout the preparation
and execution, placed political pressure in favor of saving the throne for King Emmanuel 111, if
possible. Removing Italy from the war was not necessarily directly associated with removing the
monarchy from Italy. President Roosevelt, while not in direct support of the King, was supportive
of Prime Minister Churchill, which led to the military acceptance of the Italian monarchy.

Unlike civil affairs operations following WWI, President Roosevelt and Prime Minister
Churchill called for one integrated system of combined responsibility for military governance
throughout the area of operations. This combined effort was distinct from the zonal framework
established in WWI and what would be established following the defeat of Nazi Germany.
Additionally, in the execution of the integrated system every aspect would be largely political
driven as the interests of three nations (Italy, United States and United Kingdom). This

amalgamation of American and British civil affairs efforts, from the headquarters to tactical level,
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foreshadowed combined operations today. COL Goodman, an American CAO serving in the
British Eighth Army, recalled the joint aspect applied to the mission:

One of the strategies was to mix commands with British and American officers. A small

contingent of British officers were assigned to work with the American Fifth Army in

Italy and another small contingent of American officers was assigned to work with the

British Eighth Army in Italy . . . | stayed with the British Eighth Army until the end of

combat in Italy. Since I was assigned to the Eighth Army [ wore the “Crusader” patch for

the rest of the war.®
In February 1943, LTG Eisenhower put forth his own thoughts on how to best apply joint
operations in Sicily and Italy, in a message to the War Department. Noting the unprecedented
action about to take place, LTG Eisenhower stated:

This is the first United States operation involving the invasion and occupation of enemy

territory. It is the first British operation involving the invasion and occupation of enemy

territory other than colonial. It is as well the first joint operation against enemy territory.

It will inevitably establish precedents far-reaching in scope and operations importance

and will set the pattern for later operations in Europe.®®
Newly promoted, General Eisenhower and the AFHQ understood the political interests of both
the United States and the United Kingdom was superior to military operations within Italy.

Both nations wished to mold its own character on occupation and governance to best suit
its interests in the region. Since the United Kingdom held a more direct interest in the
Mediterranean, the political leadership called for position as the senior effort. Since the United
States took the lead in civil affairs in North Africa, many British political elites thought the roles

should be reversed for the follow-on campaign.” However, the United States State Department

urged a stronger American presence in civil affairs to better exploit the strong pro-American
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feeling in Sicily and southern Italy.” After months of political dialogue, the recommendations
from GEN Eisenhower for a Joint Anglo-American effort of both United Kingdom and United
States planners led to the creation of the Combined Civil Affairs Committee in July 1943.7 The
Combined Civil Affairs Committee assumed the responsibility for the planning and execution of
civil affairs on behalf of both the United States and United Kingdom interests, as a combined
effort in support of the CCS and intermixed British and American planners in nearly all
capacities.

The planning efforts for Operation Husky called for the direct military government under
the Allied Military Government of Occupied Territory (AMGOT) in Sicily. It was a combined
effort between United States and United Kingdom. AMGOT began operations without direct
oversight from the Combined Civil Affairs Committee, but reported instead through the tactical
command and control organization of the Seventh and Eighth Armies, often resulting in a
disorganized effort. The command and control organization and reporting structure for civil
affairs and military governance demonstrates how AMG differed from other territories in the war.
As directed by AFHQ the “purpose of AMGOT will be to administer the Allied Military
Government under the Military Governor of the territory in accordance with rules and usage of
international law.”” Those assigned to AMGOT held the general responsibility subordinate to the
military commanders on the ground, and in support of their combat operations against Italian and
German Forces. Specifically in Sicily, the broad objectives developed for AMGOT included the
following:

(1) to insure the security of the occupying forces and their lines of communication and to
facilitate military operations;
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(2) to restore law and order and normal conditions among the civil population as soon as
possible, to procure the necessary food supplies for it, and, when necessary, to provide
relief and maintenance for destitutes within available resources;

(3) to relieve combat troops of the necessity of providing for civil administration;

(4) to assist in making available to the occupying forces the economic resources of the

captured territory; and

(5) to promote the political and military objectives of Allied Forces in connection with

future operations through the efficient government of the territory and by the application

of the CinC’s (Commander in Chief) policies toward the civilian population.™
The subordination of civil affairs and military government operations to combat operations was
paramount for all involved but the repercussions of inadequate preparations had direct influence
on the Allied Forces tactical operations as well. As depicted in the revisions of FM 27-5, United
States Army and Navy for Military Governance, published in December 1943, “The first
consideration at all times is the prosecution of the military operation to a successful conclusion.
Military necessity is the primary underlying principle for the conduct of military government.””
The struggle between military necessity and the need for governance and relief, created a
perpetual tension throughout the Italian campaign. Unlike Germany, and later Japan, who
ultimately surrendered before military government was established the campaign in ltaly called
for continued military necessity as the combat operations continued until 1945.

Of direct political implication to AMGOT operations was the Combined Chiefs of Staff’s
adoption of a policy of benevolence in the military government for Sicily. Although AMGOT
continued the removal and internment of prominent Fascist leaders and Nazi sympathizers, it
would be conducted in way for the betterment of Italian people.” This realistic approach to the

planning for occupation relieved some of the pressure for the AFHQ and removed the

requirement for the creation of an entirely new system of governance. Far more complex than the
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French Administration in North Africa, AMGOT utilized current systems and legal structures to
establish military governance following the removal of the Fascist predecessors. The utilization
facilitated basic operations without interfering with combat forces. The CCS directive for the
Organization and Operation of Military Government for Husky established the general policy on
June 28, 1943. The directive states that AMGOT “shall be benevolent with respect to the civilian
population so far as consistent with strict military requirements. It should be made clear to the
local population that military occupation is intended: (1) to deliver people from the Fascist regime
which led them into the war; and (2) to restore Italy as a free nation.”’” This overarching directive
and supporting guidelines defined the AMGOT mission and requirements to meet the needs of the
people in occupied territories, remove Fascists and Nazis from control and influence, and
eventually establish a system of sustainable civil security and services for a free Italian people.
Leading into the invasion of Sicily, the Allies defined and agreed upon the task
organization of AMGOT. It was imperative that AMGOT remained responsible directly to the
Commander in Chief GEN Eisenhower, for all guidance on political questions that arose during
the occupation. General Sir Harold Alexander was assigned the responsibilities as the Military
Governor for Sicily. Carrying on the balancing between British and American leadership,
AMGOT contained an even mixture of American and British personnel, mostly recruited from
their respective schools of military government and civilian expertise. Civilian specialists were
also commissioned and assigned to AMGOT in the fields of public utilities, police, public health,
public welfare, and other fields important to civil administration.” Growing to approximately 400
officers and 500 enlisted men, AMGOT served in coordination with Seventh and Eighth Armies’

Headquarters through the Senior Civil Affairs Officer. Additionally, the CAOs and staffs
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integrated into the assault force and established crucial systems of administration as deploying
forces seized territory and population centers. Like a rolling tide, CAOs established local and
provincial military governments as the frontline pushed deeper into Sicily.

On June 18, 1943 the AFHQ established the Military Government Section (MGS) as its
element into the process of AMGOT."” The MGS served as the tool for broader administrative
control for the Allied CinC over military government in Sicily and in future operations. Its major
responsibilities included the direction and coordination of military government planning, advising
on policy matters, and acting as the CinC executive in the issuance of directives to subordinate
headquarters.® Similar to the role of the Combined Civil Affairs Committee to the CCS, MGS

contained the expertise for AFHQ’s execution of policy in Italy.

CIVIL AFFAIRS IN MILITARY GOVERNANCE IN SICILY

Three formal declarations announced the basis for the role of Allied Forces on Sicily to
the Italian people. The first was a proclamation from GEN Eisenhower made on July 10, 1943,
following the successful invasion of Seventh and Eighth Armies, under the combined 15" Army
Group. In GEN Eisenhower’s proclamation, the Allied Forces declared themselves as liberators
of an oppressed Italy. GEN Eisenhower proclaimed, “You will be beneficiaries of their [Axis
Leaders/German Occupiers] defeat. It is therefore your interest, as men whose fathers fought for
their freedom, not to resist the Allied army, but to facilitate their mission—the lifting of the Nazi
yoke from Europe by quick and total victory.”®! The second message was the AMGOT
proclamation from General Alexander, Military Governor, regarding the execution of military

government in occupied areas and the role of the newly “liberated” Italian people beneath it. It
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stated in Article I, “All powers of government and jurisdiction in the occupied territory and over
its inhabitants, and final administrative responsibility are vested in me as General Officer
Commanding and Military Governor and the AMGOT is established to exercise these powers
under my direction.”® The third message was a combined message from President Roosevelt and
Prime Minister Churchill, delivered to the Italian people on July 16, 1943.8 The political
communiqué placed the onus for the war on Mussolini. Isolating the blame of the war effort from
the Italian populace, the third proclamation created the basis for separating Italy as it stood then,
from the actions of its previous ruler. President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill stated,
“Mussolini carried you into this war as the satellite of a brutal destroyer of peoples and liberties.
Mussolini plunged you into a war which he thought Hitler had already won . . . All your interests
and all your traditions have been betrayed by Nazi Germany and your own false and corrupt
leaders® From the CinC, the essence of the proclamations established the benevolent approach
of the Allied Forces to the Italian people. Declaring, “Allied forces are occupying Italian territory.
They are doing this not as enemies of the Italian people, but as an inevitable part of their war to
destroy the German overlordship of Europe. Their [Allied Forces] aim is to deliver the people of
Italy from the Fascist Regime which led them to war, and when that has been accomplished, to
restore Italy as a Free Nation.”® Additionally, GEN Eisenhower’s message prohibited all political
activities during the period of military government, essentially taking the first step to remove

Fascist control of the occupied territories. Along the same theme as GEN Eisenhower’s
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proclamation, General Alexander proclaimed his authority and the authority of the AMG and
called for peaceful order by all Italians under its influence.

Combined, the proclamations declared that the Allied Forces were not enemies of the
Italian people, but are acting as liberators from Fascism and Germany tyranny, with the intention
of restoring Italy to its former prestige. The AMGOT proclamation removed the Italian civil and
criminal courts, but retained all administrative and judicial officials to maintain civil operations
throughout the provinces. The administrative system incorporated its services under the direction
of Allied Forces, specifically the local and provincial CAOs within Seventh and Eighth Armies.2®
The strategic messaging from President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill called for the
Italian people to remove themselves from the shameful leadership of Mussolini and his Fascist
regime that misled the Italian people into a costly and unwinnable war.®” Additionally the
message stated, “the sole hope for Italy’s survival lies in honorable capitulation to the
overwhelming power of the military forces of the United Nations.”®